PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Peter M Sgro
DOCKET NO.: 05-01603.001-C 1
PARCEL NO.: 14-34.0-307-003

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
Peter M Sgro, the appellant, by attorney Gegory P. Sgro of
Sgro, Hanrahan & Durr, L.L.P., Springfield, Illinois; and the
Sanganon County Board of Review.

The subject property consists of a 3,600 square foot vacant | ot
with a residential zoning classification. The subject nmatter of
this appeal was set for a consolidated hearing based upon the
nerits along wth Docket Nunbers 05-01602.001-C1 and 05-
01604.001-C1 (Gegory and Leslie Sgro) on February 22, 2007,
pursuant to a setting by the Property Tax Appeal Board.

The appell ant, through counsel, appeared before the Property Tax
Appeal Board claimng overvaluation as the basis of the appeal
In support of this claim the appellant submtted an apprai sal
report estimating the subject's fair narket value to be $7,000 as
of May 6, 2005. The appraiser was not present at the hearing to
provide direct testinobny or be cross-exanm ned regarding the
appr ai sal nethodol ogy and final value conclusion. Based on this
evi dence, the appellant requested a reduction in the subject's
assessnent .

The board of review submtted its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal” wherein the subject's assessnment of $11,234 was
di scl osed. The subject’'s assessnent reflects an estimated narket
value of $33,715 or $9.37 per square foot of land area using
Sanganon County's 2005 three-year nedian |evel of assessnents of
33.32%

In support of the subject's assessnent, the board of review
of fered testinony from Capital Township Assessor John Venturi ni
and eight vacant |and sales considered simlar to the subject.
Conparable 3 sold tw ce. The suggested conparables are |ocated

(Continued on Next Page)

Based on the facts and exhibits presented, the Property Tax
Appeal Board hereby finds a reduction in the assessnent of the
property as established by the Sanganon County Board of Reviewis
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

LAND: $ 7, 307
IMPR : $ 0
TOTAL: $ 7,307

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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less than % mle from the subject and seven conparables have
simlar zoning as the subject. The conparables range in size
from 2,750 to 36,616 square feet of |land area and sold from July
1997 to April 2006 for prices ranging from$16,000 to $375, 000 or
from $4.50 to $10.91 per square foot of |and area. Two sal es
included denolition costs of $2,000 and $4,500, respectively.
The assessor noted conparable sale 3b was purchased by Sgro
Devel opment Cor poration, who was assuned to be the appellant in
this appeal. After reviewing its conparable |and sales, the
board of review was of the opinion and offered to reduce the
subject's land value to $6.00 per square foot of [and area or an
estimated fair market value of $21,600. The appellants rejected
the proposed stipul ati on.

Under cross-exam nation, the assessor agreed |land sales 4, 5, and
6, which range in size from 3,992 to 20,440 square feet of |and
area, are |ocated adjacent to Springfield Cinic. They were
purchased by Springfield dinic from October 2005 to April 2006
for prices ranging from $21,700 to $155,000 or from $5.44 to
$9.27 per square foot of land area. The assessor also
acknow edged Springfield dinic is using these lots for expansion
of its nedical facility. The assessor further agreed Springfield
Clinic has great influence regarding |and values in the i medi ate
area. He also agreed the nearest Springfield Cinic property is
| ocated approximately two blocks from the subject, but the
assessor considered these properties to be in the sane nmarket
area as the subject. The assessor did not know if conparable
| and sales 1 and 2 were purchased by adj acent property owners for
$4.50 and $5.31 per square foot of |and area, respectively. He
agreed if a particular property owner purchased an adjacent or
contiguous property, that factor should be a consideration in
determ ning the value of the subject. He did not know if |and
sale 2 backed-up to an adjacent property, also owned by the
purchaser of |and conparable 2.

In their rebuttal subm ssion, the appellant argued they have no
interest in, nor any control over Sgro Devel opnent Corporation
who owns four nearby vacant lots that are contiguous to the
subj ect as depicted on a street map. Furthernore, as a |egal
proposition, the appellant clainmed it would be inappropriate to
consider the value of the subject because of its adjacency to
ot her properties, particularly those properties owned by other
persons or entities. The appel |l ant argued the subject property

shoul d be valued individually. The appellant al so pointed out
the parcels owned by Sgro Developnment Corporation nake-up a
corner |ot. The appellant accepted the proposition that the

entire property, were it marketed as a whole, nmay well be worth
$6. 00 per square foot, but the corner parcels carry the vast
majority of the value, and the "satellite" parcels, of which the
subject is one, would carry a | esser val ue.
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Under questioning fromthe hearing officer, Venturini agreed sone
of the conparable sales are dissimlar in size when conpared to
the subject. Counsel testified Sgro Devel opnment Corporation is
owned by his father. H s father has owned the property at the
corner of 5'" Street and Lawence Avenue for at |east 45 years.
At the time of hearing (February 22, 2007), counsel testified "we
have now, in the last six weeks, listed it (the subject) for
sal e". Sgro testified the listing price was approximtely
$240,000 for "all of our property". He did not know the
allocated listing value for the subject lot. For clarification

the Sgro Devel opnent Corporation properties (four parcels), in
addition to subject parcel in this appeal, as well as two other
parcels (under Property Tax Appeal Board Docket Nunbers 05-
01602.001-C1 and 05-01604.001-C1 (owners Gegory and Leslie
Sgro) were all included in the listing price of $240,000. Thus,
in total there were seven parcels offered for sale at
approxi mately $240,000 at the time of hearing, inclusive of the
subj ect. Counsel argued the listing price does not reflect the
per square foot value of the three satellite parcels, again
arguing the corner lots carry nore value. No evidence to support
this claimwas submtted

After hearing the testinmony and considering the evidence, the
Property Tax Appeal Board finds that it has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter of this appeal. The Property Tax
Appeal Board further finds a reduction in the subject property’s
assessnment i s warranted.

The appellant argued the subject property's assessnent was not
reflective of its fair market value. When market value is the
basis of the appeal, the value nust be proved by a preponderance
of the evidence. W nnebago County Board of Review v. Property
Tax Appeal Board, 313 II11.App.3d 179, 183, 728 N. E. 2d 1256 (2"
Dist. 2000). The Board finds the evidence in this record
overcones this burden

First, the Board gave no weight to the appraisal submtted by the
appel | ant. The appellant's appraiser was not present at the
hearing to provide direct testinony or be cross-exam ned
regardi ng the appraisal nethodology and final value concl usion.
The Property tax Appeal board finds the board of review submtted
ei ght suggested land sales in support of the subject's assessed
val ue. The Property Tax Appeal Board placed di m ni shed wei ght on
five of the suggested conparables. The Board finds conparable 3,
which sold twice, is less indicative of the subject's fair market
value. These sales occurred in 1997 and 2002, far renoved from
the subject's January 1, 2005 assessnent date at issue in this
appeal . Conparables 4, 6, and 8 are larger in size when conpared
to the subject. Finally, the Board finds the record and
testinony is un-refuted that land sales 4, 5, and 6 were
purchased by Springfield dinic for expansion of its mnedical
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facilities. In reviewing the market evidence, the Property Tax
Appeal Board finds Springfield dinic my have paid a premum
price to acquire these three lots.

The Property Tax Appeal Board finds conparable |land sales 1, 2,
and 7 offered by the board of review to be nost representative of
the subject in size, location, and zoning. These properties
range in size from 6,080 to 6,596 square feet of land area and
sold fromJuly 2003 to July 2005 for prices ranging from$4.50 to
$5.31 per square foot of Iland area. The subject's | and
assessment of $11,234 reflects an estimated nmarket value of
$33, 715 or $9.37 per square foot of land area, which falls above
the range established by the nost simlar conparable sales.
After considering adjustnents to these nost simlar conparables
for differences when conpared to the subject, the Property Tax
Appeal Board finds the market value of the subject property
proposed by the board of review of $21,600 or $6.00 per square
foot of land area is well supported by the nost credible market
evi dence contained in this record. Therefore, the Property Tax
Appeal Board finds a reduction in the subject' |and assessnent is
war r ant ed.

Finally, the Property Tax Appeal Board finds the appellants made
various ancillary argunments regarding the subject's fair market
val ue and evidence offered by the board review These argunents
i ncl ude conparable |and sales 1 and 2 were purchased by adjacent
property owners affecting their final sale prices; corner |ots
carry or are nore valuable than "satellite" or interior lots; and
the subject |lot should be valued individually with no regard to
the parcels owned by Sgro Devel opnent Corporation, which is owned
by the appellant's father, brother, Gegory Sgro (Counsel in this

appeal), who is also a business partner. In rebuttal, the
appel l ants argued they have no interest in, nor any control over
Sgro  Devel opnent Cor por ati on. Furthernmore as a |egal

proposition, the appellants clainmed it would be inappropriate to
consi der the value of the subject because of its adjacency to
other properties, particularly those properties owned by other
persons or entities. The Board gave these argunents no nerit.

The Board finds the appellant submtted no substantive evidence
indicating land sales 1 or 2 were purchased by adjacent |and or
busi ness owners, which nay or may not have had an inpact on their
final sales prices. Furthernmore, the Board further finds the
appellant's submtted no substantive evidence indicating the
recorded sale prices were inflated or were not arms-length
transacti ons. Wthin this context of adjacent property owners
purchasi ng the conparables, which the appellant argued should be
a factor to consider and disregarded for valuation purposes, the
appel l ants argued the subject |ot should be valued individually,
wth no regard to the parcels owned by Sgro Devel opnent
Corporation or Gegory Sgro. The Board finds the subject
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property in this appeal is adjacent or contiguous to six other
parcels, which are owned by |egal counsel and his father (Sgro
Devel opnent Cor poration). Counsel in this appeal is also Peter
Sgro' s busi ness partner. The evidence in this record is clear
that the subject parcel in this appeal is currently nmarketed for
sale along with the other six aforenentioned parcels as package
for $240, 000. This undisputed fact shows there is not only a
famly relationship in nane, but also a business relationship
between these parties and entities. Additionally, the Board
finds the listing price for the package of seven parcels further
supports the proposed assessed value of the subject property
offered by the board of review of $21, 600. Finally, the Board
finds the appellants presented no evidence or independent expert
W tness showing corner lots carry higher market values than
interior lots in the subject's neighborhood. Thus, these aspects
of the appellants claimwere given no weight.

In conclusion, the Board finds the evidence in this record

denonstrat es the subject property S overval ued by a
pr eponder ance of the evidence, but not to the extent as argued by
the appell ants. Therefore, the Board finds the subject

property’s assessnment as established by the board of review is
incorrect and a reduction is warranted.
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This is a final admnistrative decision of the Property Tax Appeal
Board are subject to reviewin the Crcuit Court or Appellate Court
under the provisions of the Adm nistrative Review Law (735 |ILCS

5/ 3-101 et seq.) and section 16-195 of the Property Tax Code.

L
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Menber Menber
DI SSENTI NG

CERTI FI CATI ON

As Clerk of the Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board and the keeper of
the Records thereof, | do hereby certify that the foregoing is a
true, full and conplete Final Admnistrative Decision of the

[Ilinois Property Tax Appeal Board issued this date in the above
entitled appeal, now of record in this said office.

Date: Septenber 28, 2007

@ﬁmﬂ&@

Clerk of the Property Tax Appeal Board

| MPORTANT NOTI CE
Section 16-185 of the Property Tax Code provides in part:

"If the Property Tax Appeal Board renders a decision |owering the
assessnent of a particular parcel after the deadline for filing
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conplaints with the Board of Review or after adjournnment of the
session of the Board of Review at which assessnents for the
subsequent year are being considered, the taxpayer may, within 30
days after the date of witten notice of the Property Tax Appeal
Board’' s deci sion, appeal the assessnment for the subsequent year
directly to the Property Tax Appeal Board."

In order to conply with the above provision, YOU MIST FILE A
PETI TION AND EVI DENCE W TH THE PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD W THI N
30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE ENCLCOSED DECI SION I N ORDER TO APPEAL
THE ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPERTY FOR THE SUBSEQUENT YEAR.

Based upon the issuance of a |owered assessnent by the Property
Tax Appeal Board, the refund of paid property taxes is the
responsibility of vyour County Treasurer. Please contact that
office with any questions you may have regarding the refund of
pai d property taxes.
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